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81-9-1 


81-9-8 


81-9-9 


Wills; Prof. G.D. Xistris 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 
Dr. Breen advised that the first two items on the Agenda would be dealt 
with in "Closed Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not 


members of Senate, to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. Breen advised that the "Ateliers de travail de la politique des universités" 
which were being organized by the Minister of Education would be held 
from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. at the Ritz Carlton Hotel on November 20, 27 
and December 4 and 11, 1981. 


Question Period 


A question was raised concerning a suggestion that the University 
implement a programme for non-credit course offerings for senior citizens. 
It was explained that the intent of the suggestion was that senior citizens 
should be able to register for non-credit course offerings, in other words, 
they should be able to audit courses; they would not have to write final 
examinations and those who have attended the courses would be entitled to 
receive a certificate. It was further explained that such students would be 
charged a fee for these courses, the amount of which would be determined 
by the administration. The hope was expressed that the feasibility of the 
proposal could be looked into by an appropriate person or persons and a 
report made to Senate at the next meeting. 


81-9-10 


81-9-11 


81-9-12 


81-9-13 


81-9-14 


Other questions were raised concerning the possibility of student tuition fee 
increases; Concordia's representation at the workshops- being organized by 
the Minister of Education to examine the future of universities in Quebec, 
and in particular, the workshop which will consider the question of 
financing of the universities; and instructing invigilators on the regulations 
and procedures regarding examinations and promulgation of those 
regulations. 


Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT PROF. M.E. SZABO BE APPOINTED TO THE 
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-9-D3). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Senate Elections Committee (U.T.A.C.) 


Dr. Breen explained that the nominations from the Steering Committee, 
(document US-81-9-D3), were for membership on the Senate Elections 
Committee which would supervise the elections of Faculty representatives 
to the University Tenure Appeals Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MANGAT, THAT THE NOMINATIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE TO THE SENATE ELECTIONS COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-9-D3), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Evaluation of Undergraduate Programmes 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the proposal from the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation to create a system for the 
evaluation of undergraduate programmes, (document US-81-5-D16). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ADAMS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SHAMES, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-5-D16), BE RECEIVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was stated that the crux of the proposal was contained in item 5 and 7, and 
particularly item 7, which outlines a method for the implementation of the 
proposal. It was suggested that, in the first instance, under item 7, Faculty 
Councils should be given the responsibility for deciding the composition of 


the Unit Review Committee for each of the respective Faculties, as, in fact, 
has already happened in the Faculty of Arts and Science. The URC would 
present its report to the Evaluation Review Board, in accordance with the 
general context of the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee. The feeling was also expressed that the Unit Review 
Committees, in establishing the criteria for evaluation of programmes, could 
keep in mind those criteria that were spelled out in document US-81-5-D16. 


Senate was informed that the Arts and Science Departmental Review 
Committees consisted of one member of the Arts and Science Curriculum 
Committee, who acts as chairman, three faculty members, two students, and 
a representative of the Department being evaluated. 


It was pointed out that the Faculty of Arts and Science has already begun the 
process of evaluation of programmes and it was expected that nine or ten 
programmes would be looked at this year. In order to do this efficiently, 
without involving all of the Arts and Science faculty members on some 
committee or other to evaluate a programme, each of the committees that has 
been set up will look at a block of three programmes. At the same time, it 
was emphasized that the main responsibility of faculty members has to be for 
quality teaching and quality research and if faculty members were going to 
be spending all of their time evaluating programmes, they really would not 
be doing what they are required to do. 


With respect to the Review Committees in the Faculty of Arts and Science, it 
was stated that last year the Faculty arrived at a philosophy of education and 
the purpose of the committees was to review the programmes and to see 
whether or not they matched the Faculty's philosophy of education. The 
position outlined in the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee might be somewhat different from that and if the Arts and Science 
Review Committees were to lose sight of their own objectives, it might very 
well falsify the activities of those committees. 


Senate was advised that the undergraduate Engineering programmes were 
already reviewed every five years by the Canadian Accreditation Board, 
which includes a group of people outside the University from other 
universities, it is chaired by a Dean of Engineering from somewhere else and 
it also includes a representative from industry. The Accreditation Board does 
a very intensive and thorough analysis of the Engineering programmes and 
the feeling was expressed that to have this process repeated within the 
University would seem to be a bit nonsensical. The feeling was also 
expressed that the rationale for starting this kind of an operation, as stated in 
the preamble to the Report, was somewhat less than convincing and it was 
suggested that we should look a little more closely at the reason for doing it. 
If, for whatever reason, there was a move to merge, consolidate or eliminate 
programmes in the University, there should definitely be an in depth review 
of any proposal to do so, before a decision is taken. On the other hand, it 
was wondered whether it would be worth it-considering all the effort that 
would have to be expended to review every single programme in the 
University, including programmes that were obviously healthy; the 
involvement of department chairmen, assistant deans, secretarial staff, etc. in 


working overtime to generate innumerable dossiers for committees to spend 
innumerable hours looking at; and the money that the University would have 
to lay out to bring in outside experts. Finally, it was almost a motherhood 
statement and all very nice to say that we should periodically evaluate our 
programmes but, at the same time, it was felt that there should be ways of 
doing that without setting up the very complex structure proposed in the 
Report. 


It was stated that one was in complete agreement with the idea of an 
evaluation of the quality of the programmes that the University was offering, 
but at the same time, one was totally against an evaluation of our 
programmes in preparation for Government nationalization projects which, 
as we have already seen this year, have led to reductions in some of our 
Faculties, reductions in seats and reductions in student accessibility to higher 
education. The problem with the proposal was that we would be opening the 
door and walking into a situation where we would be doing an evaluation 
based on financial needs to create some economies to satisfy the Government 
and by doing that we will end up becoming a part of and participating 
somewhat blindly in a rationalization programme, which it was argued, was 
totally unacceptable. 


It was noted that the upcoming "colloques" sponsored by the Minister of 
Education, would begin on November 20, 1981, and the feeling was 
expressed that it would be prudent to hold off launching any internal 
programme investigations at least until we have some sense of the Minister's 
perspective and intentions vis-a-vis the future of universities in Quebec. That 
is, for us to plunge into a very healthy self-examination, which was 
something that we ought to be doing at the right moment, and announcing 
now that we were doing that, may have some practical disadvantages. 


It was stated that there were mechanisms in place whereby departments and 
other units were already being evaluated and it was argued that to set up the 
proposed evaluation structure would simply add more costs and 
administration time to faculty members who are already fed up with the 
number of administrative units which they are being asked to serve on or 
with the reports that they are being asked to submit. 


Senate was advised that the Faculty of Fine Arts has initiated, as of the 
beginning of this academic year, a complete review of all undergraduate 
offerings. The feeling was expressed that the time put in by Fine Arts 
Faculty members on that review, would not be wasted because the material 
would then be available for the kind of evaluation envisioned in the Report 
from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee. It was also felt that 
what was being proposed was something that should be done and was being 
done in Fine Arts without, it was hoped, placing any undue burden on 
faculty members, students or any one else in the Faculty. 


It was suggested that the matter be referred to the Strategy Committee that 
was established in connection with the University's response to this year's 
budgetary cutbacks. That is, the Report (document US-81-5-D16), should 
be deposited with the Strategy Committee for an evaluation of possible 


outcomes and how this will fit into the overall strategy of the University and 
the various unions and associations therein. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MS. MORALEJO, 
THAT THE REPORT FROM THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE CONCERNING A PROPOSAL TO 
CREATE.A SYSTEM FOR THE EVALUATION OF UNDERGRADUATE 
PROGRAMMES, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D16), BE REFERRED TO THE 
STRATEGY COMMITTEE. 


It was explained that the proposal from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee should not be viewed primarily as an instrument for 
budgetary cutbacks. It was also stated that one assumed that what Senate 
was dealing with was an academic matter and the mandate of the Strategy 
Committee, if one understood it correctly, was not to deal with academic 
matters but rather to deal with the whole issue of the University and its 
relation to the outside and inside community. In other words, one could not 
imagine Senate referring an academic decision of this type to a promotional 
strategy committee, which one assumed that Committee to be. 


It was explained that the intent of the suggestion that the proposal be sent to 
the Strategy Committee was not that the Committee should deal with the 
academic content of the proposal but rather that the members of that 
Committee be asked to discuss whether they feel that this study, as described 
in document US-81-5-D16, could prejudice other long term interests of the 
University, e.g., a case being made for more funds. 


It was stated that there seemed to be two options open to Senate. One was to 
go ahead with the system for the evaluation of undergraduate programmes as 
proposed by the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee; the other was 
to wait until such time as we know what kind of orientation the Minister of 
Education has in mind for the universities in Quebec. It was further stated 
that one would not be particularly inclined to table the document and refer it 
to the Strategy Committee because, and it was understood, this did not fall 
under the mandate of that Committee. On the other hand, one would be in 
favour of Senate looking at the proposal again, once we know what the 
intentions of the Minister of Education were vis-a-vis Quebec universities. 


It was stated that one's understanding of the proposal was that we wanted to 
improve the quality of education at Concordia and if Senate could not decide 
whether it wanted to create some kind of a system for the evaluation of 
undergraduate programmes, it was wondered what other body could. Also, 
if it was premature to do that now, then we should table the document until 
we decide that it was the appropriate time to implement the system; those 
units that were already doing some kind of evaluation would continue to do 
so and those units that want to have a system for evaluation, could set one 


up. 


The feeling was expressed that all of the questions raised under item 2., page 
2, document US-81-5-D16, were extremely relevant and it was argued that 
ordinarily we should already be asking ourselves these questions. It was also 


suggested that whether or not we decide to institutionalize what was 
contained in item 2., departments would profit tremendously, both in the 
short term and the long term, by addressing themselves to these questions. 


It was suggested that it would be useful for Senators to know what was 
presently going on in the University, vis-a-vis programme evaluation and 
perhaps Senate could ask the various Faculties to submit for the next 
meeting, in written form, the processes of evaluation that are presently in 
existence. 


Support was voiced for the above suggestion and at the same time the feeling 
was expressed that if we were going to refer the document anywhere, it 
should be to the Faculty Councils rather than to the Strategy Committee. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 
MOTION. 


It was suggested that if the document was going to be referred back to 
Faculty Councils, the last paragraph on page | of the Report should be 
deleted because it replaces the question quality with the question of money, 
which it was felt, would be a red herring. 


It was pointed out that the issue of money was also raised in the first 
paragraph on page 1, and it was suggested that the whole preamble should 
be removed. 


It was suggested that perhaps the information from the various Faculties 
concerning existing evaluation processes, should be sent directly to the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee. That is, we should use an 
already existing body rather than establishing yet another committee. 


It was stated that internal review was a healthy and good thing and 
something that we should do. On the other hand, one would be opposed to 
the idea of sending the Report to Faculty Councils for comment. If Senate 
wanted information from the various Faculties, it should ask the Faculties 
directly for that information, rather than sending the document to Faculty 
Councils to become yet another item on council agendas. 


It was stated that when Faculties respond to Senate's request for 
information, one would hope that they would do so more or less in the 
context of the questions raised in item 2, page 2, document US-81-5-D16. 


It was suggested that the document be sent back to the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee, that Committee could then find out what 
was going on with respect to programme evaluation in the various Faculties, 
and in the light of that information and the discussion today, report back to 
Senate at a subsequent meeting. 


It was argued that Senate, rather than the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, should request the information directly from the Faculties. 


81-9-14 


81-9-15 


81-9-16 


81-9-17 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT FACULTIES BE REQUESTED TO PROVIDE SENATE WITH 
INFORMATION ON THE PROCESSES FOR THE EVALUATION OF 
UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES, IF ANY, THAT ARE 
PRESENTLY TAKING PLACE IN THE VARIOUS FACULTIES. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Guidelines for Undergraduate Programmes of Concentration 


Senate was advised that the report concerning Undergraduate Programmes of 
Concentration was not yet available. It was agreed to proceed to the next 
Agenda item. 


Competence in Written Expression 


IT WS MOVED BY MR. GARON, SECONDED BY MR. ARNKVARN, 
THAT THIS ITEM BE TABLED TO THE NOVEMBER, 1981, SENATE 
MEETING. 


It was explained that the reason for the tabling motion was to provide time 
for the CUSA Departmental Council Committee on Competency in Written 
Expression to develop a policy response to the question. 

THE MOTION WAS TABLED. 

Next meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting would be at 2:00 p.m., Friday, 
November 27, 1981, in the P.S.B.G.M. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


